






































MEMBER FORT: So my question then for Mr. Harwood would be then g )
since the State has apparently not taken enforcement action with respect to the violation ]
of these designated uses and non-attainment status for the designated uses, did you reach ks
a conclusion as to whether or not there’s anything — leaving out the AEA of 1954, with a0
which I’'m somewhat familiar, but leaving that aside, is there any barrier to the State ffg
taking enforcement action now, in addition to the TMDL action? 5»"}1

MS. BOWMAN: If I just may include something. Members of the Board, é?i
Mr. Chair, here, in this particular appendix if you notice, the source of contamination is g%
listed as unknown. Until the State can confirm who has contaminated this reach they -
cannot take any actions. So if the source stays as unknown then practically there’s e
nothing that they would do. It’s just on that page. If you look at the page. ",

MEMBER FORT: Yes, it does. Thank you. g?;

MR. HARWOOD: So I think one thing that we have not done yet but we ",
could do, and I think this may answer your question more directly is if we can specify the m
exact contaminant concern and the issue we could bring back to you some suggestions t:v;

and some work effort and schedule and likelihood of success sort of summary, like you
would do for any sort of legal question on how to get from where we are to where we
want to go. And that we have not done. I know now, as you ask the question again, I
know you’ve asked it before so I’m sorry I didn’t come prepared at this presentation to
give a fuller answer but it is a complex question to map out all of the legal or regulatory
options for addressing a particular problem and I think we would have to get pretty
specific the issue and what our goal is in order to identify either the legal or regulatory
paths to it. So again, I’'m sorry I don’t have a fuller answer tonight.

MEMBER FORT: Mr. Chair, I guess my suggestion at this time is that we
consider a letter from the Board to the Director of the Environment Department asking
them whether or not their position with respect to taking enforcement action for violation
of these designated uses. So, and [ agree with Mr. Harwood. It would be very nice for us
to do the work in addition but I don’t know what investment we want to make but a first
step would be to tell the State that we’re interested in seeing them acting now. I think
another lawyer has a comment.

COUNCILOR IVES: Well, just on that point I’'m trying to understand,
based upon what Kyle has reported we have, as we said back whenever, a non-
enforcement standard was adopted in 2009, so one that was for monitoring and public
disclosure, presumably not for enforcement. And now we’re saying that the fact that there
are these impairments — I’1l have a later question on whether public water, drinking
supply is impaired or not. No. Good.

MR. HARWOOD: It’s not impaired because there haven’t been standards
set for it.

COUNCILOR IVES: Okay. So I think one of the problems of asking for
enforcement is we have monitoring standards but apparently no standards that are
enforceable. Am I understanding that correctly?

MR. HARWOOD: Yes. A public water system use in our segment was not
assessed because there are no standards set for the PWS — public water system —
throughout the reg. And we had a discussion earlier about why that is and I think it’s fair
to observe that many water systems in the state are concerned about setting standards for
their source water. And so it’s not been a push by water providers to set standards and if
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you think for a moment, a lot of water providers also run wastewater treatment plants you H
can understand that there’s potentially a linkage there and if you start setting standards ﬁ,
you now have the State telling you when you can and can’t divert water even if you’re b4
confident that your plant can treat it. So there’s a whole set of issues there around just i
asking for standards to be set where there are none now that I think need to be E}’g
considered. V%

But certainly Professor Fort’s point that we could enquire as to the nature of the
current non-supporting attainment criteria for the uses that have been violated. Because
obviously clean water for irrigation is a metric of whether it’s clean water. Clean water

LY

for livestock watering is a measure of the health of the water, generally. And certainly we ot
could enquire about these uses that have already been fully promulgated but I think we ",
should be very careful before we ask for standards to be set for public water systems as i%%
predecessors have been. .

COUNCILOR IVES: So what, if I might by way of follow-up, what o
enforcement would be possible in connection with the impaired uses? ok

MR. HARWOOD: Well, if you went through the TMDL process and the b

implementation plan would then identify sources and then you’d have an implementation
plan there that would seek to manage the source and managing the source can run the
gamut from education through to new regulatory regimes and fines and penalties for
violating those regimes, but the act itself has a fairly broad set of nouns for the kinds of
things that can go into those plans.

COUNCILOR IVES: And when you say TMDLs are to be set in 2017, is
that TMDLs for all of the impaired uses?

MR. HARWOOD: Yes. So it’s for all of these — they’re called causes of
the non-attainment for the use, so it’s the aluminum, the alpha, the PCB, the selenium,
that list of things, that’s the TMDL that’s supposed to be set in 2017, estimated.

COUNCILOR IVES: Thank you.

MEMBER FORT: Mr. Chair, if I would continue, so to be clear, the State
could actually go in now and take enforcement action, assuming it knows the cause of
contaminants which it may or may not. But if it does have a reason to believe it knows
the sources of contamination it could enforce now under the State Water Quality Act
directly against the entity that’s causing non-attainment. And it could do it and we could
have a role or any citizen attorney could have a role under the mandamus, probably,
against the State to say time to get in there and take enforcement action against the
entities causing non-attainment. So that’s available to the State. And that would be my
opinion because I’'m pretty familiar with the State law. And the State has broader
authority under the law than the EPA has under the NPDES program. We had the Water
Quality Act before the Clean Water Act indeed.

So the State could take action and the purpose of my question would be to ask the
State why it hasn’t done so. TMDL is one route it could go for action but it’s not the only
route.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Okay. Thank you, Member Fort. Councilor
Dominguez.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Thank you, Mr. Chair. This discussion
makes me wish I would have gone to law school.

MEMBER FORT: You still can.
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COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: And it’s a good thing I paid attention in
high school chemistry. But I was going to ask some of this during the budget discussion
but let me ask you, Kyle. I guess I would be a little concerned about maybe fiscal impacts
and what some of these — has there been any analysis about what some of these — because
we’re talking about not only public disclosure but we’re talking about regulations and
potential unfunded mandates. And I"d hate to put this Board in a position where we aren’t
prepared, necessarily, in looking forward to determining what some of those impacts
might be. Have we done any of that?

MR. HARWOOD: We haven’t, Board member. One way to approach this
question is to come up with a set of recommendations for the Board to consider. And then
when we have a little clearer sense, Councilor Dominguez, about exactly what
recommendations the Board wants to adopt as a body then we could put some work effort
in numbers to that. And I know the relatively straightforward matter that Board member
Fort has mentioned, drafting a letter to enquire, that’s not a major work effort but
certainly, if we were to develop a set of recommendations I think it would be prudent to
come back to you with a —

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: But I guess, let me ask it a little bit more
directly. You don’t foresee anything happening in this fiscal year that would cause fiscal
impact that we’re not anticipating.

MR. HARWOOD: I think the answer is no. There’s nothing I can really
think of. We have the work effort that we’re in the midst of now, which is budgeted for
bringing you the MOU.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Right.

MR. HARWOOD: Because that is an end of year effort and it’s related to
some of these topics and that I think we feel is a very high priority to have a new MOU in
place before the end of the year, but on these bigger picture questions that some of these
items have touched up, if the Board wants to get involved in the triennial review in a
future round, obviously that would be a work effort and budget effort. But I think that
Nancy and I are available to help map out a set of recommendations for you really on any
topic.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: So when would we — I guess with all this
discussion and there’s this uncertainty. I know the State law, it is what it is, and when do
you think that we would have to start anticipating some of those fiscal impacts? We’re
talking water quality regulations and —

MR. HARWOOD: I would urge the Board that we stay focused on getting
a new memorandum of agreement with LANL for the next six months. We have a work
plan that we’ll be presenting in a moment for your consideration, because that’s really a
pillar of our relationship with our neighbors around stormwater management and what
we’ve explained to the public is how we manage stormwater quality from the source
water. And then I think as we bring that effort to a close, which we’re targeting right now
for the October Board meeting, then we could bring back to you some of the broader
water quality topics and what a schedule and budget would look like for that. Am I
answering your question?

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Yes. Yes, you are, because it was really —
because that’s the next item on the agenda is the LANL MOU. And I know that we had
discussions in March about our budget and I think it was after that that we had
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discussions about water monitoring. It was around that time. And so I just want to make
sure for all intents and purposes that we’re prepared, that we’re not — we’re going to get
this MOU and all of a sudden there’s going to be this huge fiscal impact that we’re not
anticipating and that, really that the professionals have done their homework and that you
guys have anticipated some of those things. I guess that’s really it, Mr. Chair. I have other
questions on the budget but [ was going to ask that one during the budget discussion but

it sounds like when we talk about required water sampling, testing, inspection, analysis —
all those things that we’ve kind of talked about that are all taken care of and are all part of
our operating budget. Okay. That’s it. Thank you.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you, Councilor. Commissioner Hamilton.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: My question was partly, maybe partly to
both of you, Councilor Dominguez. I’'m wondering what fiscal impact you’re wondering
about. Are we just concerned about — or are you thinking about that some of these
impairments translate into sampling requirements or treatment requirements or whatever?
Because clearly, BDD has been treating — part of the reason a lot of systems, as Mr.
Harwood alluded to don’t — system managers aren’t rushing to put water quality
standards on public water supply uses because the plans treat to it and it’s regulated on
the export side, on the output side. And so the BDD has been successfully treating,
because we’ve been sampling. That’s monitored. So it’s treated water to Safe Drinking
Water Act standards. So all these other standards, like some of the things that that reach
is impaired for are important in terms of preserving the health of the river, but they
probably, frankly, don’t really impact the output quality of the BDD drinking water
unless we actually identified a problem that was difficult to treat and became a pass-
through. And there are concerns about that with like personal care products and certain
fine organic pollutants and hormone mimics and that sort of thing. But —

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: I can tell you I don’t know enough of State
law or water quality standards to make any kind of determination. I just want to make
sure that, for instance, if we are going to mandate more monitoring than is required that
we’re prepared for those impacts. That’s really —

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Maybe Mr. Harwood would want to
chime in, but I suspect that some of the stuff Member Fort is referring to — and I do have
a question about what the value of doing a letter would be, what the intent would be, but
that would require somebody else to be monitoring, not the BDD, because we’re not the
source of the impairments.

. COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: And to that issue, I just want to make sure
that — how do they say? The road to hell is paved with good intentions.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: You make a good point. Yes.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: I just want to be cautious that we’re not
going to do something that’s well intended, and rightfully so, but that has an unintended
or uncalculated or —

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Exactly. And it’s in that specific regard
I wondered if you could comment on Member Fort’s letter suggestion. What would,
besides general environmental concerns, which I have just as a professional interest, what
the BDD concerns might be served by such a letter?

MR. HARWOOD: Well, I think part of Board member Fort’s —if
understood the reason for suggesting a letter, is to not only, number one, put it on the
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record, about what our Board concerns are, which we would need to work through as a
consensus matter, but also then to elicit some kind of response. Right? To also get some
kind of answer back on where they stand and what they’re doing and what their workload
is. We’re sure to hear concerns about their budget and staffing, which are very real, as I
think we all know.

What I’d like to suggest though, so we could perhaps move forward on this topic
is that Daniela and I contact our counterparts at NMED, make sure we get nailed down,
for example, whether this 2017 TMDL process is on track and get a little more detail on
where things stand and then perhaps bring back a draft letter to you all to look at at the
next Board meeting so you can see whether it’s going in the direction you want to go. But
if it’s going to serve those two points of expressing the Board’s interests and concerns on
this topic generally, and then asking for a response, that I think is all sort of cricket
among entities like the Board and NMED.

MEMBER FORT: May I, since this was my — just to clarify what my
thought was. I think as a citizen of the city and county, in so far as we are taking water
out of our river and insofar as the river is polluted, in effect, I am confident that the water
is treated before it’s served to the citizens but I’d hope that — this sounds wrong — I’d
hope my elected officials, none of whom is directly from my district present in the room
—I"d hope my elected officials — and I’m sure you do — care about the quality of the Santa
Fe River. So I guess if this body didn’t speak out about the quality of the river I’'m not
sure what body would speak out and so it’s the Santa Fe River — I say Santa Fe River;
I’m meaning Rio Grande as I speak. It’s the Rio Grande from which we get our water. If
the Rio Grande is polluted we should be concerned with water quality in it and I think
most citizens would want to know that this body and elected officials from the City and
the County are working to clean up the Rio Grande insofar as it’s a source of drinking
water, but we fish in it. Sometimes we just play around in I, the water whether we should
or not.

So from that perspective, starting the process with the Environment Department
says we care about water quality and if you care about water — we know they do — what
steps have you taken to protect water quality in the Rio Grande? And there may be a
good answer for that, but I don’t know enough about what that answer is.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Mr. Chair, I completely agree. 1 think if
we’re going to move in that direction the more information we have, the sooner the
better. That way we can anticipate those potential fiscal impacts and we can prepare
ratepayers or whomever to pay for those things. So I have not objection to that. I think
that’s an appropriate direction. Again, I don’t know enough of water quality and all of the
nuances of it all to say but I definitely care that we have a high water quality standard and
if we’re going to go above that that’s even better. But we should all be wary of what the
unintended consequences might be. So I have no problem with that.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Okay. Thank you for your comments. I don’t think we
have any other comments but I do want to make everybody aware that we need to be out
of here by 6:00. So if we can move on to the next item. I think you’re going to prepare
some additional information for us at the next —

MR. HARWOOD: Certainly.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you, Mr. Harwood. Councilor Ives.

COUNCILOR IVES: Mr. Chair, I think I would support the concept of
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posing a letter to ask the question because obviously the cleaner the water delivered to
the BDD I think the better off all of us are. So I think we do have a vested interest on the
quality of the water in asking the question or what the agency is doing is like a fair and

HEIT

reasonable thing to do. So I’d love to see us, maybe at the next meeting, review such a )
letter with the possibility of approving, sending it out. ?‘%

CHAIR ROYBAL: I"d be in support of that. Is everybody —
COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: I’d be in support, especially given the

%
"

discussion. éé
CHAIR ROYBAL: Okay. Thank you. -

bt

9. LANL MOU Update _ b:u
i

. e

CHARLES VOKES (BDD Facilities Manager): Mr. Chair, members of ?:'

the Board, it’s going to be a tough act to follow. I’'m going to try and keep mine as simple m
as I possibly can. One of the things I would like to remind the Board is that the Board is *:;

currently funding a treatability study. It’s a three-year study and that is in the budget.
This will be our third year, to look at those pharmaceuticals and EDCs and the
effectiveness of the BDD in treating those. So I believe we’re doing all the right things.
In meeting with our counterparts at LANL I believe that Mr. Hinze and Mr. Underwood
and kind of the new folks at LANL have been very cooperative. They have an interest;
they live here and there has not been any resistance to creating the new memo of
understanding.

The BDD has and will continue to follow the policy upon notification of
stormwater flow from the Los Alamos Canyon that we will suspend our diversion until
that ceases. What I’'m seeking and hoping that the Board will also go along with this is
one, that absolutely we need to continue our early notification system. So we need to
know when we have stormwater events that will impact the water quality at the river
from flow from the canyons, that we absolutely have that early notification 100 percent
of the time. So that’s item one.

And then the second item that we are seeking is continuing the funding for the
water quality surveillance monitoring. The purpose of this monitoring is simply to
determine the continued presence or absence of elevated levels of contaminants within
the region. And the last MOU that was in the form of a grant from the DOE to the BDD.
This allowed us to tailor our program as we got results, changing the sampling
frequencies and protocols as we got results. Those two items, the ENS and continuing the
water quality monitoring program in principle, all of those that have been in the meeting,
the Los Alamos folks and myself and Mr. Harwood, we feel like that’s a good direction
and they have agreed in principle that we can move forward with that. |

So where we are in the MOU meeting is then taking those two items and having
the attorneys, Mr. Harwood and Mr. Underwood representing LANL, sit down and start
drafting. What does that look like? What are the actual responsibilities? So our goal in
moving forward with that particular MOU is to have the attorneys start drafting, and then
hopefully we have something that we can present to the Board to look at way before the
October meeting. We’re thinking we can get this done in the next month or two at the
most.

And so that would be my recommendation is that the memo of understanding, we
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continue. We absolutely need the ENS system and we absolutely need the water quality
surveillance program, just to continue to see what’s going on out there. From there [ can
answer any questions or concerns that you have.

CHAIR ROYBAL.: Is there any questions or concern from the Board?
Councilor Ives.

COUNCILOR IVES: Thank you, Mr. Chair. If we’re shooting for
October, it would be great if we had at least drafts of the MOU to start reviewing at the
next meeting in August. Because if we wait until September the opportunity to suggest
changes, given the October deadline will be precious close. So if it’s possible to have that
for the next meeting, I would strongly encourage that.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you, Councilor Ives. Any other questlons from
the Board? Mr. Harwood, did you have —

MR. VOKES: Mr. Chair, I wanted to clarify that the MOU expires the end
of the year, so our deadline is actually December. We’re shooting to be way before that.
But we will be putting our best effort into getting something to the Board by the next
meeting if we can.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you, Mr. Vokes. Commissioner Hamilton.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Yes. So Mr. Vokes, we’ve had
presentations on the sampling plan that is going into the MOU. Are we still talking about
something consistent with that? Because it’s modified a little from what has been done in
the past, right? It’s a little less extensive and whatever. But if I remember, it had some
upstream and downstream monitoring and it was enough to at least cover the discharge
questions. It had less constituent — less stations where there were constituent monitoring.
Are you still happy with that plan or do feel like a need for the Board to look at that again
or anything? Is that still on the table for modification?

MR. VOKES: Mr. Chair, Commissioner, I believe that our plan is part of
the NMED plan and the Los Alamos monitoring plan, so when we create our annual
reports we take what we see, what the NMED program sees, and also what the laboratory
program sees, and roll that all into our report. And so what I think our report is is a
verification and a participation with those other plans. There has been some language in
the MOU s as far as we’re going to understand everything that’s going on so we’re 100
percent sure that we can treat everything.

And as you know, many of these things are not regulated at all, not by EPA, not
by NMED. There are some European Union standards on some of them but within the
United States they’re not regulated. And so the understanding of it, that’s why I strongly
agree with our program that says when we get flow we’re not going to divert. Then
certainly our treatability study will give us some indications of some of those other things
— the pharmaceuticals and things like just caffeine that are within the environment that we
see. How good are we at treating those? You all built a very robust plan as far as what it
can and cannot treat.

And so that’s what we’re looking at, is if we can continue with the grant money
that we have I feel like we have a program that we’re comfortable with. We can look at
those events. We can see what’s going on. We can look at the Environment Department’s
sampling program and their results, and also the laboratory’s programs, and then put
them together in something that makes sense for the BDD.

COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Thank you.
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CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you, Mr. Vokes.
10.  Report from the Executive Director

MR. VOKES: Thank you, Mr. Chair, members. The only item [ have is a
quick position vacancy report. One of the things I’'m pleased to announce is that Michael
Dozier, who represents the operations report is now officially the Operations
Superintendent at the BDD. So we’re very excited to have someone in that position.
We’ve kind of been doing revolving roles in that, and so we’re excited to have him in that
position.

We’ve also filled our electrical position at the BDD. Both of these were internal
candidates that we’re moving into those positions, so that the number of vacant positions
hasn’t changed, unfortunately. But we have filled two key positions. So we have our
fiscal administrative assistant and a couple of repairman positions and then we’ve now
got an operator position. We are working on those. We are conducting interviews on
three of those currently within the next week or two. So we will get there. So I did want
to report on that.

Another item that I need to bring to the Board’s attention is that we did do an
emergency procurement. As you may recall, we have been in the process of purchasing a
couple of VFD — variable frequency drives — that adjust the speed of the pumps, and
those are the pumps that take the water from the conventional plant and pushes it through
the advanced plant. We had two of those VFDs that had gone out and so we purchased
those two. Unfortunately, the third one went out last week and so we did an emergency
procurement. The two that we had purchased arrived in Albuquerque but the installation
of those, we did use an emergency procurement to get those installed during the weekend
before the Fourth of July. We were down to essentially one pump within the plant
because of those VFD failures.

We feel like the new model, the brand that was bought, are going to be much
more robust and they will last more than the five or six years that these have lasted. So
Mackie will be bringing that to the Board down the road. And the amount on that was
about $49,000 for the installation. The purchase of the two VFDs was about another
$49,000. So it’s about a $100,000 investment in that equipment. But I wanted to bring
that to your attention.

The other thing that you will be seeing down the road is the purchase of an
additional two more VFDs so that we have four new ones in place, because we have now
two in place and we have one that’s probably going to follow the way of the others. But
we will be bringing that to the Board within the next few months. So questions,
comments on anything?

CHAIR ROYBAL: Do we have any questions or comments from the
Board? Okay. Thank you, Mr. Vokes.
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DISCUSSION AND ACTION

13.  Request formal adoption of the Fiscal Year 2018 Annual Operating Budget
in the Amount of $8,284.536, Plus $626,706 in Contributions to the Major
Repair and Replacement Fund

MS. ROMERO: Mr. Chair, members of the Board, we are here to request
formal adoption of the BDD annual budget for fiscal year 2018. On March 2, 2017, the
BDD Board approved the proposed annual operating budget and other fund contributions,
and recommended the budget to be considered and approved by Santa Fe City Council
and Santa Fe County Board of County Commissioners.

On April 26, 2017, the City of Santa Fe’s Water Division’s annual budget, which
did include funding for BDD was approved by Santa Fe City Council. And on June 27"
the Santa Fe County Public Utilities Department’s annual, which did include funding for
BDD, less $59,420 was also approved by Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners.
Therefore based on the amounts requested and approved by our governing bodies the
BDD is requesting formal adoption of $8,284,536, plus the annual contribution to our
major repair and replacement fund for 626,706.

The formal adoption is $208,842 less than the amount that was requested and
approved by the BDD Board. This reduction is due to the removal of a vehicle purchase
and Santa Fe County has agreed to donate a comparable vehicle to BDD. So that has been
removed from the adoption of the budget. Do you have any questions?

CHAIR ROYBAL: Do we have questions from the Board? Councilor
Dominguez.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Actually, some of
the questions were already asked, and just to clarify, Chuck, [ had asked Mackie out in
the hallway that the $626,706 was from the major repair and replacement fund and that’s
articulated on the last page of the budget.

MS. ROMERO: That is correct.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Correct? Okay. And then I just want to go
over vacancies again. I know that we’re not balancing our budget based on vacancies but
it looks like we’re anticipating four vacancies at the close of the 17 fiscal year. Is that
how I read that? And that’s on page 6. It says with four vacant positions.

MS. ROMERO: Mr. Chair, members of the Board, that may have been as
of when we took the budget for approval, but I’'m sure that number has changed so I’ll
refer to Mr. Vokes to see where we’re at.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Well, let me just ask you this. This is
based on the numbers that we had in March.

MS. ROMERO: The budget is based on filling all positions so we budget
- 50 the four vacancies that we have here presented was just to explain where we thought
we were going to end the fiscal year as far as expenditures in comparison to the budget
request but our budget request does include funding for all BDD positions.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Just that comment — I’m glad to see that
we’re not balancing the budget on these vacant positions and just to encourage you to
keep trying to get these positions filled.

And then, I guess just another comment. There were no major discussions —
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correct me if I'm wrong, Councilor Ives — outside of what’s been presented at the City
Council level, or at the City Council.

COUNCILOR IVES: Not that I recall.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: And then on page 9, the compliance
agreements, required water sampling, testing, inspection, analysis, that’s the $181,000?
What is — give me an example of what that — I mean that’s an agreement.

MS. ROMERO: So Mr. Chair, members of the Board, that line item is
actually a compilation of several compliance agreements. We have the $120,000 for our
ALS, and that includes the federal grant funding of $96,000 in there, plus BDD’s
contribution. Then you have the TREAT study, which is done also from ALS and that
was the approval on the Consent Agenda. That’s about $30,000. And then we have Hall,
which does some more additional sampling. That’s another contract we do. We budgeted
about $20,000 for that and that’s roughly what makes up the compliance and water
sampling testing and inspection and analysis. So it’s a combination of compliance
agreements.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: These compliance agreements — Chuck,
maybe you can answer this better. Are these mandated compliance agreements? Or are
these self-imposed, or a combination of both? I know that in the end it’s for the better,
but —

MR. VOKES: There are samples that we’re required to do, there are
samples that we’re electing to do. The stormwater quality monitoring program which the
majority of that is funded by the laboratory, I would say that is elected because we’re
going out and we’re sampling the river and [inaudible] the TREAT study is another
elected group of samples that we’re doing, but then there are those that are regulated by
the Environment Department and the EPA that we are required to do on a monthly,
quarterly, even daily basis that’s included in that.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: This captures all of that.

MR. VOKES: Yes.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: All of that operation. And I think that’s all
I had, Mr. Chair. there was — that’s it. Thank you.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Thank you, Councilor Dominguez. Did we have any
other questions from the Board? Councilor Ives.

COUNCILOR IVES: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I think one follow-up. We’ve
been talking about the LANL MOU, which obviously involves sampling protocols. Is that
itetn in those compliance agreements, and if not where is that reflected in the budget, if at
all?

MR. VOKES: That’s included in those amounts. It was offset.

COUNCILOR IVES: Yes.

MS. ROMERO: And Mr. Chair, members of the Board, you see the
funding as part of the federal grant funding, is the $96,000. If you go to your last page
you’ll see that that is also part of the budget approval. You’ll see federal funds are
included in there for that agreement that’s tied to the MOU.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Okay, any other questions from the Board? What’s the
pleasure of the Board?

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Move for approval.

CHAIR ROYBAL: We have a motion by Carmichael Dominguez.
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COMMISSIONER HAMILTON: Second.
CHAIR ROYBAL: And a second by Commissioner Hamilton.

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

14.  Request approval of Award of Bid No. '17/36/B "BDD Water Treatment
Plant Chemicals' to various vendors for fiscal year 2017/2018

CHAIR ROYBAL: I’d like to say congratulations to Mr. Dozier.

MR. DOZIER: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Mr. Chair, members of the Board,
in May we issued a request for bid for several water treatment plant chemicals. In June
we received all of the bids and went through everything. Listed below are the winning
bids and we request approval of the bid documents listed in the next few pages.

CHAIR ROYBAL: Okay, do we have any questions from the Board?
What’s the pleasure of the Board?

COUNCILOR IVES: Move to approve.

COUNCILOR DOMINGUEZ: Second.

CHAIR ROYBAL: We have a motion and a second.

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.
MATTERS FROM THE PUBLIC

CHAIR ROYBAL: Is there anybody here from the public today that
would like to address the Board? Okay, seeing nobody here from the public to address the
Board I’ll go ahead and close Matters from the Public.

MATTERS FROM THE BOARD

CHAIR ROYBAL: Do we have Matters from the Board? Anybody from
the Board have anything? Okay, I need to read into the record. I'll state for the record and
our minutes that the only matters discussed during the executive session at our last
regular Board meeting on June 1, 2017, as well as at our special meeting held on June 26,
2017 were the matters as stated in the motion to go into executive session and no action
was taken.

I’'m going to go ahead and close Matters from the Board.

NEXT REGULAR MEETING: Thursday, August 3, 2017@ 4:15pm
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ADJOURNMENT

Having completed the agenda, Chair Roybal declared this meeting adjourned at kit
approximately 5:45 p.m. W

Approved by: 4]

A1 Henry Roybal, Board Chair -
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GERALDINE SALAZA
SANTA FE COUNTY CLERK

BUCKMAN DIRECT DIV MIN

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) PAGES: 27

STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) ss

asttitie,, I Hereby Certify That This Instrument Was Filed for

% Record On The 8TH Day Of November, 2017 at 09:26:55 AM
And llas Duly Recorded as Instrument # 1840912

Jf The Records Of Santa Fe County

Witness My Hand And Seal Of Office

R f\f Geraldine Salazar
th»iX%%ng‘ deputy (/. );/ il ounty Clerk, Santa Fe, NM

Buckman Direct Diversion Board: July 6, 2017 23



/

EXHIBIT

't
¥

wamwm;fm
R e ™ WL

Buckoman Direc! Diversion

CITY CLERK'S OFFICE

NATE \(;; Vi TIMF R o

AGENDA  STovey oY %a «m{//ﬂg

=t

S ( I v
proEvED BY Lol S B
The City of Santa Fe —= /‘_, 3 5}
And 4
Santa Fe County

[N
o
"
9
A
i
u
vl
;;.m

Buckman Direct Diversion Board Meeting

THURSDAY, JULY 6, 2017

4:15 PM
CITY HALL
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
200 LINCOLN

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

4. APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM THE JUNE 1, 2017 BUCKMAN
DIRECT DIVERSION BOARD MEETING

6. REPORT ON JULY 3,2017 FISCAL SERVICES AUDIT
COMMITTEE (FSAC)

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

7. Monthly Update on BDD operations. (Michael Dozier)

8. Overview Presentation on Rio Grande Water Quality Regulations.
(Kyle Harwood, BDD Counsel) VERBAL

9. LANL MOU Update. (Charles Vokes) VERBAL

10. Report from the Executive Director. (Charles Vokes) VERBAL




CONSENT AGENDA

11. Request for approval of Professional Services Agreement with Hall
Environmental Analysis Laboratory in the amount of $20,000
exclusive of NMGRT. (Mackie Romero)

12. Request for approval to enter into a Professional Services Agreement
with ALS Global to provide water quality analysis as called for in
“The Removal of Efficiency and Assessment of Treatments (TREAT)”
study for the amount of $30,000 exclusive of NMGRT. (Mackie
Romero)

DISCUSSION AND ACTION

13.  Request formal adoption of the Fiscal Year 2018 Annual Operating
Budget in the amount of $8,284.536 plus $626,706 in contributions to
the Major Repair and Replacement Fund. (Mackie Romero)

14.  Request approval of Award of Bid No. ‘17/36/B “BDD Water
Treatment Plant Chemicals” to various vendors for fiscal year
2017/2018. (Michael Dozier)

MATTERS FROM THE PUBLIC

MATTERS FROM THE BOARD

NEXT REGULAR MEETING: Thursday, August 3,2017 @ 4:15pm
ADJOURN

Executive Session

In accordance with the New Mexico Open Meetings Act NMSA 1978, §10-15-
1(H)(7), discussion regarding threatened or pending litigation in which the BDDB
is, or may become a participant, including without limitation: Discussion
regarding Diversion Structure issues. (Nancy R. Long)

End of Executive Session

PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES IN NEED OF ACCOMODATIONS,
CONTACT THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE AT 505-955-6520, FIVE (5)
WORKING DAYS PRIOR TO THE MEETING DATE
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